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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

United Communications Systems, Inc.  ) 
d/b/a Call One     ) 
       ) 
Petition for Arbitration of an    ) Docket No.  03-0772 
Interconnection Agreement with    ) 
Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a  ) 
SBC Illinois, Pursuant to Section 252(b)   ) 
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996  ) 
 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF RONALD C. HILL 
ON BEHALF OF SBC ILLINOIS 

 
 
STATE OF TEXAS   ) 
     ) ss. 
COUNTY OF DALLAS  ) 

 
 

Ronald C. Hill, being duly sworn, deposes and states as follows: 

1. I am currently employed by SBC in the position of Resale Product Manager.  My 

business address is 311 S. Akard Street, Dallas, TX 75202. 

2. Since October 1, 2003, I have been substantially involved in the negotiations with 

United Communications Systems, Inc. d/b/a Call One (“UCS”) concerning its request for a resale 

interconnection agreement with SBC Illinois.  In particular, I have engaged in negotiations with 

Bruce Menkes (UCS’s attorney) and Craig Foster (UCS’s CEO).  Prior to my involvement in the 

negotiations, Mary Pat Regan and Lee Sheehan (UCS’s former account manager) were involved 

in negotiations with UCS on behalf of SBC.  I have had numerous discussions with both Mary 

Pat Regan and Lee Sheehan regarding SBC’s negotiations with UCS prior to my involvement.   

3. During the course of the negotiations before UCS filed its Petition for Arbitration 

(pre-Petition negotiations), Lee Sheehan provided UCS with SBC’s generic resale agreement and 
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appendices, and told UCS that that language reflected SBC Illinois’ baseline negotiating 

positions with respect to UCS’s request for a resale interconnection agreement with SBC Illinois.  

In addition, during pre-Petition negotiations, both Lee Sheehan and Mary Pat Regan instructed 

UCS’s representatives Bruce Menkes, Ron Lambert and Craig Foster to obtain SBC’s generic 

resale agreement and appendices through SBC’s CLEC OnLine website.  See e.g. Exhibit A.   

4. SBC Illinois set forth in its January 29, 2004 Response to UCS’s Petition for 

Arbitration 15 arbitration issues in addition to those that UCS set forth in its Petition.  SBC 

Illinois’ arbitration issues 2 through 15 concern language that appears in SBC’s generic resale 

agreement and appendices that were provided to UCS during pre-Petition negotiations and were 

accessible via SBC’s CLEC OnLine website, and that SBC told UCS was SBC Illinois’ baseline 

negotiating position with respect to UCS’s request for a resale interconnection agreement. 

5.  UCS did not object to the language proposed by SBC Illinois’ arbitration issues 2 

through 15, all of which appeared in the materials that Lee Sheehan provided to UCS and were 

accessible via SBC’s CLEC OnLine website.  In fact, UCS’s attorney Bruce Menkes and Craig 

Foster even acknowledged that certain of SBC Illinois’ proposed language and documents, such 

as Performance Measures, the Pricing Appendix, Operator Services Appendix and Operational 

Support Services should be included in the resale interconnection agreement.   

6. UCS’s redlined interconnection agreement filed with its Petition for Arbitration, 

however, did not reflect the language proposed by SBC Illinois either as disputed or undisputed, 

and did not acknowledge the existence of the recommended appendices.  For this reason, SBC 

Illinois was required to raise arbitration issues 2 through 15 in its Response to UCS’s Petition for 

Arbitration so that the Commission can address that language. 
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7. SBC Illinois’ arbitration issue no. 1 concerns the language set forth in Section 2 

of UCS’s proposed Appendix Resale, which is largely reflected as undisputed by the parties.  

SBC Illinois, however, opposes that language because it would require SBC Illinois to provide 

CompleteLink Service to UCS for resale on terms and conditions that are superior to what SBC 

Illinois provides its own retail customers.   

8. Although SBC Illinois initially agreed to the terms and conditions set forth in 

Section 2 of UCS’s proposed Appendix Resale, SBC Illinois made clear to UCS during pre-

Petition negotiations that SBC Illinois’ offer to provide UCS with CompleteLink Service for 

resale on more favorable terms and conditions was made in anticipation of the parties’ 

negotiation of a complete interconnection agreement under Section 252(a)(1) of the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“1996 Act”) rather than through arbitration.  UCS, however, 

ultimately chose to arbitrate the interconnection agreement, and thus, consistent with its position 

taken during the pre-Petition negotiations with UCS, SBC Illinois now opposes the language that 

is reflected as undisputed in Section 2 of UCS’s proposed Appendix Resale.     

 








